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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 4/4/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. The Examiner's response to the applicant's arguments is incorporated in the 
rejection found below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner In which the Invention was made. 

Claims 21-24 and 68-75 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cockrill et al. (US Patent No. 6,473,740). 

As per claims 21 and 68, Cockrill et al. disclose a system and method of conducting a 
transaction between a consumer, a merchant computer, and a billing computer connected 
together over a computer network, wherein the consumer purchases a product or service from the 
merchant computer by charging the value of the product or service to a consumer billing account. 
Cockrill et al further teach aggregating a multiplicity of transactions that involve the consumer" 
and "charging the aggregated multiplicity of transactions to a consumer billing account" upon 
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the occurrence of an event. Applicant is directed to column 4, line 62 to column 5, line 16 and 
column 7, line 54 to column 8, line 27 and column 9, lines 1-14 of Cockrill et al. 

Cockrill et al further teach charging a processing fee corresponding to the multiplicity of 
transactions as "the network credits the accounts of the merchants of the constituent transactions 
in accordance with the business arrangement between the merchants and the operator of the 
network". See column 14, lines 10-24. Cockrill et al do not explicitly teach incurring the 
processing fee on the customer. Such would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to do because the system of Cockrill et al provides on time registration of the user and reduces 
purchasing time on the part of the user. Thus, charging a processing fee as well to the consumer 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do because of the facilitating 
services provided to the consumer and also for the maintenance of the overall system of Cockrill 
et al. 

As per the limitation of an unscheduled or scheduled event applicant is directed to 
column 5, lines 1-6 as ("when the amounts of these records exceed a threshold value, preferably 
determined based upon the amount at which the transaction costs for the form of payment 
provided by the customer become reasonable, the network generates a payment request 
requesting payment of the total amount"). See also column 8, lines 12-22 of Cockrill et al. 

Applicant's representative argues that Cockrill et al do not teach or suggest "incurring 
from a consumer billing authority a processing fee corresponding to the multiplicity of 
transactions" and states that the passage relies by the Examiner refers to a credit which is the 
opposite of a fee. 
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In response, the Examiner disagrees with the applicant's assertion. On column 14, lines 
2-25, it is stated that in a transaction record of a $1.00 US value between a merchant and a 
customer, $0.90 would be credited to the merchant. Cockrill et al. state that a business 
arrangement is made between the merchants and the operator of the network. From this 
statement, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to note that in the agreement, the merchant would receive 90% of the transaction and 
the network operator would have received 10% of the transaction that is a processing fee. 
Moreover, charging a processing fee to the merchant and/or to the customer by the network 
owner or network operator would have been obvious to do in the system of Cockrill et al because 
the network owner or operator facilitates financial transactions between the merchant and the 
customer. A processing fee would have been to maintain and operate the overall system. 

As per claim 22, Cockrill et al teach directly charging those of the multiplicity of 
transactions that meet predetermined criteria to the consumer billing account such as the amounts 
of records of transactions exceeding a threshold value. See column 8, lines 12-24. Charging any 
other transactions is not being prevented or denied in the system of Cockrill et al. Since the 
purpose of Cockrill et al is to sell and make a sufficiently reasonable profit, then selling and 
directly charging multiplicity of transactions that meet or do not predetermined criteria such as 
expensive goods/services would have been made because of business and profit opportunities. 
Such would have been obvious to o by the ordinary skill in the art when modifying Cockrill et al 
for business and profit purposes. 
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As per the limitation of "obtaining from the consumer billing authority a pre- 
authorization that permits charging a predetermined amount to the consumer billing account" of 
claims 23 and 24, appHcant is directed to column 5, lines 1-6 as ("when the amounts of these 
records exceed a threshold value, preferably determined based upon the amount at which the 
transaction costs for the form of payment provided by the customer become reasonable, the 
network generates a payment request requesting payment of the total amount"). See also column 
8, lines 12-22 of Cockrill et al. 

Applicant has amended claim 16 to recite that the charges of the multiplicity of 
transactions occur at the time of transaction that meet predetermined criteria to the customer 
billing account and that Cockrill discloses periodically reviewing records to determine if the 
amounts should be charged. 

In response, the manner timing of charging the customer is not an unobvious feature in 
Cockrill et al because in finalizing a financial transaction involving the purchasing of a good or 
service, the customer involved in the particular transaction is usually billed for the supplied 
goods or services. Thus, charging the customer at the time of transaction or at a predetermined 
time would have been left to the entities involved in the transaction, and that any of the 
alternative would have been obvious to do by one of ordinary skill in the art when viewing 
Cockrill et al. 

As per claims 23 and 24 applicant's representative argues that Cockrill et al do not teach 
or suggest a function of obtaining from the consumer billing authority a pre-authorization that 
permits charging a predetermined amount to the consumer billing account". 
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In response, Cockrill et al state the network generates a payment request for the 
determined sum against the credit card, or other form of payment of the customer. In a preferred 
embodiment, the generated payment request has tow parts: an authorization request, and a 
settlement request. The authorization request requests the authority to charge the amount, while 
the settlement request requests actual payment of the amount". See column 13, hnes 57. This 
request is made if the amount is at a particular amount such as exceeding a transaction amount. 

Regarding claim 69, as per the claimed limitations of "a total of the aggregated 
multipUcity of transactions exceeding a monetary value", Cockrill et al teaches continuing billing 
the consumer and performing a payment request "if the sum is greater than a billing threshold". 
See column 13, lines 34-47 and column 8, lines 9-18 of Cockrill et al. 

Regarding claim 70, as per the claimed limitations of "a total number of the aggregated 
multiplicity of transactions exceeding a predetermined number". The objective of Cockrill et al 
is to prevent transmitting a single charge related to a single transaction of a low cost item (goods 
or services) performed by a consumer to a billing authority. Cockrill et al accumulate a number 
of transactions related to a particular consumer and subsequently request a payment to a billing 
authority. See column 4, line 66 to column 5, line 5 and column 9, lines 9-14. Setting a limit as 
to a total number of the aggregated multiplicity of transactions exceeding a predetermined 
number is not explicitly stated. However, such would have been obvious to do by one of 
ordinary skill in the art in the system of Cockrill et al so that an automatic payment request may 
be made once a number of transactions is made. The motivation would have been to lower 
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merchants' transaction processing costs, thereby enabling merchants to offer for sale modestly- 
priced goods. 

Regarding claim 71, Cockrill et al do not explicitly teach an event comprising a total 
number of the aggregated multiplicity of transactions exceeding a predetermined time period. 
Cockrill et al teach updating data to reflect the present time as the time of a last purchase. See 
column 12, lines 14-21. Cockrill et al also teach aggregating multiplicity of transactions. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have an event comprising a total time period elapsed since a transaction exceeding a 
predetermined time period in the system of Cockrill et al in order have a further control on how 
to aggregate the multiplicity of transactions. The motivation would have been to have a further 
control on how to aggregate the multiplicity of transactions so as to make a single payment 
request thereby providing other means of lowering merchants' transaction processing costs, 
thereby enabling merchants to offer for sale modestly-priced goods. 

Regarding claim 72, steps of determining if a new transaction meets or exceeds a 
predetermined monetary value and aggregating the new transaction in (a) only when the new 
transaction does not exceed the predetermined monetary value is not explicitly stated in Cockrill 
et al. Cockrill et al teach collecting transaction records and "[W]hen the amounts of these 
records exceed a threshold value, preferably determined based upon the amount at which the 
transaction costs for the form of payment provided by the customer become reasonable, the 
network generates a payment request requesting payment of the total amount". See column 8, 
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lines 11-18. Thus, Cockrill et al concern as to whether one or more transactions exceed a 
predetermined monetary value. Cockrill et al further aggregate one or more transactions. 
Determining if a new transaction meets or exceeds a predetermined monetary value and 
aggregating the new transaction in (a) only when the new transaction does not exceed the 
predetermined value would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do in 
modifying the system of Cockrill et al. The motivation would have been to have a further 
control on how to aggregate the multiplicity of transactions so as to make a single payment 
request thereby providing other means of lowering merchants' transaction processing costs, 
thereby enabling merchants to offer for sale modestly-priced goods. 

As per claim 73, Cockrill et al state the network generates a payment request for the 
determined sum against the credit card, or other form of payment of the customer. In a preferred 
embodiment, the generated payment request has two parts: an authorization request, and a 
settlement request. The authorization request requests the authority to charge the amount, while 
the settlement request requests actual payment of the amount". See column 13, lines 57. This 
request is made if the amount is at a particular amount such as exceeding a transaction amount. 
As per the limitation of "re-obtaining pre-authorization based on a predetermined period of time 
expiring from the previous pre-authorization", the Examiner asserts that if the time limit of a pre- 
authorization is expired, and the involved entities such as the customer and the billing authority 
desire to conduct transaction, then re-obtaining a pre-authorization based on a predetermined 
period of time expiring from a previous pre-authorization would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to note and to do so as to continue conducting business between the 
involved entities in the case a payment is required to be administered. 

As per claim 74, specifically regarding the limitation of determining at the time of each 
transaction whether the transaction amount exceeds a pass-through amount and if so, charging 
the transaction amount directly to the customer billing account, 

Cockrill et al state the network generates a payment request for the determined sum 
against the credit card, or other form of payment of the customer. In a preferred embodiment, 
the generated payment request has tow parts: an authorization request, and a settlement request. 
The authorization request requests the authority to charge the amount, while the settlement 
request requests actual payment of the amount". See column 13, lines 57. This request is made 
if the amount is at a particular amount such as exceeding a transaction amount. 

The manner of charging the customer as claimed is not unobvious in Cockrill et al 
because in finalizing a financial transaction involving the purchasing of a good or service, the 
customer involved in the particular transaction is usually billed for the supplied goods or 
services. Thus, charging the customer at the time of transaction or at a predetermined time 
would have been left to the entities involved in the transaction, and that any of the alternative 
would have been obvious to do by one of ordinary skill in the art when viewing "Cockrill et al. 

As per claim 75, Cockrill et al discloses analyzing the cost for each particular transaction 
for a given customer. Determining whether or not to perform steps a) and b) based on the type of 
each transaction would have been obvious to do in the system of Cockrill et al depending on the 
cost and/or processing fees of each transaction. 
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4. Claims 58-61 and 76-79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cockrill et al. (US Patent No. 6,473,740) in view of the article entitled "Ambalink Launches 
secure Online shopping in the UK". 

As per claim 58, Cockrill et ai disclose a system and method of conducting a multiplicity 
of transactions between a consumer and at least one merchant computer at a billing computer. 
See the abstract. Cockrill et al teach: 

The consumer, the at least one merchant and the billing computer are connected over a 
network (see figure 1); 

Each transaction is for a product or service that the consumer purchases using the at least 
one merchant computer (see column 9, lines 1-10 and column 3, lines 57-62); 

The method comprises the steps of conducting for each of the multiplicity of transactions 
of initiating the transaction for the product or service, (column 9, Hnes 1-10 and column 3, lines 
57-62). 

Cockrill et al do not expUcitly teach receiving an authorization code from the consumer 
indicating authorization to conduct the transaction, determining whether to approve the 
transaction by considering the authorization code and transmitting approval to conduct the 
transaction to the merchant computer if the transaction is approved. 

The Ambalink system discloses a system and method of conducting a transaction 
between a consumer, a merchant computer, and a billing computer connected together over a 
computer network, wherein the consumer purchases a product or service from the merchant 
computer by charging the value of the product or service to a consumer billing account. In the 
Ambalink system, customers' accounts are charged for transactions performed by the customers, 
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and consumers indicate authorization to conduct a transaction based on an authorization code 
and fulfilling the transaction if the transaction is approved by the merchant. See the entire 
article. In the Ambalink system the billing computer does not transmit information identifying 
the consumer billing account to the merchant computer. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the teachings of the Ambalink into the system of Cockrill et al in order 
to provide a secure system so as to provide unauthorized transactions from occurring. 

Cockrill et al. further disclose all the claimed features, particularly, a system and method 
of conducting a transaction between a consumer, a merchant computer, and a billing computer 
connected together over a computer network, wherein the consumer purchases a product or 
service from the merchant computer by charging the value of the product or service to a 
consumer billing account. Cockrill et al further teach "aggregating a multiplicity of transactions 
that involve the consumer" and "charging the aggregated multiplicity of transactions to a 
consumer billing account" upon the occurrence of a specified event". Applicant is directed to 
column 4, line 62 to column 5, Hne 16 and column 7, line 54 to column 8, line 27 and column 9, 
lines 1-14 of Cockrill et al. 

Cockrill et al also teach charging a processing fee corresponding to the multiplicity of 
transactions as "the network credits the accounts of the merchants of the constituent transactions 
in accordance with the business arrangement between the merchants and the operator of the 
network". See column 14, lines 10-24. Incurring the processing fee on the customer is not 
explicitly taught by Cockrill et al Such would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to do because the combined system of Cockrill et al and the Ambalink provides on time 
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registration of the user and reduces purchasing time on the part of the user. Thus, charging a 
processing fee as well to the consumer would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to do in the combination above because of the facilitating services provided to the consumer 
and also for the maintenance of the overall combined system. 

Applicant has amended the independent claim 58 to recite "determining at the time of 
each transaction whether the transaction amount exceeds a pass-through amount and if so, 
charging the transaction amount directly to the customer billing account, and if each transaction 
amount does not exceed the pass-through amount, aggregating each transaction as part of the 
multiplicity of transactions. 

As per these limitations, Cockrill et al teach aggregating a multiplicity of transactions 
when the transactions amount(s) exceed a predetermined amount thus not for each individual 
transaction. See column 5, lines 1-10 of Cockrill et al. However, it should be noted if each of a 
plurality of individual transactions reaches the threshold amount then the customer's account 
would be charged at the time of each of these transactions. 

Furthermore, Cockrill et al state the network generates a payment request for the 
determined sum against the credit card, or other form of payment of the customer. In a preferred 
embodiment, the generated payment request has tow parts: an authorization request, and a 
settlement request. The authorization request requests the authority to charge the amount, while 
the settlement request requests actual payment of the amount". See column 13, lines 57. This 
request is made if the amount is at a particular amount such as exceeding a transaction amount. 
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Furthermore, the manner of charging the customer as claimed is not unobvious when 
viewing Cockrill et al because in finalizing a financial transaction involving the purchasing of a 
good or service, the customer involved in the particular transaction is usually billed for the 
supplied goods or services. Thus, charging the customer at the time of transaction or at a 
predetermined time would have been left to the entities involved in the transaction, and that any 
of the alternative would have been obvious to do by one of ordinary skill in the art when viewing 
"Cockrill et al. 

As per claim 59, claim 59 contains Hmitations recited in independent claim 58 and these 
limitations are rejected under a similar rationale. Claim 59 further recites a step of charging 
those of the multiplicity of transactions that meet predetermined criteria to the consumer billing 
account". As per this limitation, Cockrill et al teach directly charging those of the multiplicity of 
transactions that meet predetermined criteria to the consumer billing account such as the amounts 
of records of transactions exceeding a threshold value. See column 8, lines 12-24 of Cockrill et 
al. 

As per claim 60, claim 60 contains limitations recited in independent claim 58 and these 
limitations are rejected under a similar rationale. Claim 60 further recites a step of "obtaining 
from the consumer billing authority a pre-authorization that permits charging a predetermined 
amount to the consumer billing account". As per this limitation, appUcant is directed to column 
5, lines 1-6 as ("when the amounts of these records exceed a threshold value, preferably 
determined based upon the amount at which the transaction costs for the form of payment 
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provided by the customer become reasonable, the network generates a payment request 
requesting payment of the total amount"). See also column 8, lines 12-22 of Cockrill et al. 



As per claims 61 and 78, claims 61 and 78 contain limitations recited in independent 
claim 60, and these limitations are rejected under a similar rationale. Claim 61 further recites the 
step of "charging those of the multiplicity of transactions that meet predetermined criteria to the 
consumer billing authority". Cockrill et al teach charging those of the multiplicity of 
transactions that meet predetermined criteria to the consumer billing account such as the amounts 
of records of transactions exceeding a threshold value. See column 8, lines 12-24 of Cockrill et 
al. 



As per claims 76 and 79, Cockrill et al state the network generates a payment request for 
the determined sum against the credit card, or other form of payment of the customer. In a 
preferred embodiment, the generated payment request has two parts: an authorization request, 
and a settlement request. The authorization request requests the authority to charge the amount, 
while the settlement request requests actual payment of the amount". See column 13, lines 57. 
This request is made if the amount is at a particular amount such as exceeding a transaction 
amount. As per the limitation of "re-obtaining pre-authorization based on a predetermined 
period of time expiring from the previous pre-authorization", the Examiner asserts that if the 
time limit of a pre-authorization is expired, and the involved entities such as the customer and 
the billing authority desire to conduct transaction, then re-obtaining a pre-authorization based on 
a predetermined period of time expiring from a previous pre-authorization would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to note and to do so as to continue conducting business 
between the involved entities in the case a payment is required to be administered. 

As per claims 77, in the Ambalink system, the consumer must sign a payment request 
using his/her secret code or authorization code. Ambalink teaches redirecting the consumer to a 
web site of the billing computer for receiving the authorization code. See page 2 of the article. 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
. extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Frantzy Poinvil whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
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6797. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 7:00AM to 
5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sam Sough can be reached on (703) 308-0505. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Frantzy Poinvil 
Primary Examiner 
AU 3628 
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